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its employes. This position is without doubt sound. The error into which 
the majority of the court have fallen is in failing to recognize and treat 
the association as a partnership composed of the several newspaper cor- 
porations. If we grant the court's assumption, one that is probably incor- 
rect in fact, that the association was merely a name with no actual per- 
sons or corporations as members, its conclusion that the defendant was 
the actual employer is no doubt accurate. 



Master and Servant — Liability for Negligence of Servant's Assist- 
ant. — Dillon v. Mundet et al., 145 N. Y. S., 975. — A servant being en- 
gaged in the business and on behalf of his master and acting within the 
scope of his employment, the master is liable for negligence of one as- 
sisting the servant therein, at the servant's request, resulting in injury to 
a third person. 

Haluptzok v. Great Northern Ry. 55 Minn., 446, decided that where 
a servant procures another to assist him, the master is liable only if the 
servant had express or implied authority; likewise 26 Cyc, 1521. Where de- 
fendant's servant, driving former's horse, gave the reins to another, de- 
fendant was held liable for a resultant injury. Booth v. Mister, 7 Carr. 
& P., 66; Mangan v. Foley, 33 Mo. App., 250, held there was no liability 
when defendant's teamster engaged a third person to drive temporarily. 
Jewell v. Grand Trunk Railroad, 55 N. H., 84; Thorp v. Minor, 109 N. C, 
152; Appel v. Eaton & Co., 97 Mo. App., 428'; accord. In these cases ab- 
sence of authority to employ assistants was decisive. Simms v. Monier, 
29 Barb., 419, held the master is liable only if the servant directed the act. 
This was the fact in the principal case, which might better be put on the 
ground of the negligence of the servant himself, since, at the time of the 
collision, he was in the automobile, and the negligence of the driver was 
substantially his. 

Many cases, however, lay down the rule as broadly as in Dillon v. Mun- 
det; Dimmitt v. Hannibal Railroad, 40 Mo. App., 654; Lakin v. Oregon- 
Pacific Railroad, 15 Ore., 220; Pittsburgh v. Detroit Transportation Com- 
pany, 122 Mich., 445. On the facts the decision doubtless harmonizes 
with the great majority of cases, for, though no authority was shown, the 
servant so directed the act that it was his in fact. 



Municipal Corporations — Torts— Reider v. City of Mt Vernon, 145 
N. Y. S., 697. — Under an ordinance forbiding the use of fireworks in the 
streets or elsewhere in the city within the fire limits, except by permission 
of the mayor, it was held, that the mayor had no authority to permit the 
use of fireworks in the city other than in the streets or within the fire 
limits and when he did so, and the plaintiff was injured as a result, the 
defendant city is not liable. 

It is now well settled that a municipality may render itself liable for a 
tortious act. Buttrick v. City of I^owell, 1 Allen, 172. But the city can act 
only through authorized officers and it cannot be held liable unless these 
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officers had authority under the premises. Rutherford v. City of William- 
son, 70 W. Va., 402. So a city can only be liable for torts arising out of 
changing the grade of a street where the change was not authorized by 
ordinance. Gardner v. City of St. Joseph, 96 Mo. App., 657. But subse- 
quent ratification by a proper body would make the city city liable. Ruth- 
erford v. City, supra. The law is best summed up as follows: the cor- 
poration is not liable for the unauthorized acts of its officers though done 
colore officii; it must further appear that they were expressly authorized 
to so the acts, or that they were done bona fide in pursuance of a general 
authority to act for the city on the subject to which they relate. Thayer 
et al. v. City of Boston, 19 Pick., 511. And whether a power has been 
delegated is a question for the jury. Thayer et al. v. City of Boston, supra. 
In the principal case the limitations on the mayor's authority were clearly 
indicated and the holding is in accord with all the authorities. 



Negligence — Injuries to Child of Servant — Imputed Negligence. 
— Clover Creamery Co. v. Diehl, 63 So. (Ala.), 196. — Defendant main- 
tained .on its premises certain machinery which it negligently permitted to 
be left open and unguarded, although it knew the plaintiff lived upon the 
premises and was continually playing around the machinery. Plaintiff's 
father was the manager in charge of defendant's plant. The plaintiff, a 
three-year-old child, was injured by the machinery while being operated 
by the defendant's manager. Held, the contributory negligence of the 
father was not available as a defense to an action against the company for 
injuries to the child. 

The doctrine of imputed negligence in this class of cases arose in the 
leading case of Hartfield v. Roper, 21 Wend., 615, which held that a child 
of such tender years as not to possess sufficient discretion to avoid danger 
who was permitted to be in a public highway without any one to guard 
him and is injured by a traveller cannot recover, because of the negligence 
of his parent, unless the injury was wilful. This doctrine prevails in a 
few jurisdictions. Casey v. Smith, 152 Mass., 294; Leslie v. Lewiston, 62 
Me., 468 ; Hathway v. T. W. & W. R. Co., 46 Ind., 25. The contrary doc- 
trine, the one prevailing in the majority of states, was laid down in the 
leading case of Robinson v. Stone, 22 Vt., 213. Other states in accord are 
Daley v. N. & W. R. Co., 26 Conn., 598 ; Bisaillau v. Blood, 64 N. H., 565. 
See 21 L. R. A, 77, note, for authorities pro and con. Some courts hold 
that the parent's contributory negligence bars a recovery by the child when 
the parent is present and the child is in his custody. Ohio & M. R. Co. v. 
Stratton, 78 111., 88. There is a good deal of authority contra. Wymorc 
v. Makasha County, 6 L. R. A. (Iowa), 545, and note. By the great weight 
of authority the negligence of a parent cannot be imputed to the child. 
Cleveland Roll. Mill Co. v. Corrigan, 46 Ohio St., 283 ; Chicago City R. Co. 
v. Wilcox, 8 L. R. A. (111.), 494. The sounder view is doubtless the one 
laid down in the principal case, the theory being that the public owes duties 
to the child as well as to the parent, one of which is to prevent injuries 
to the child, and when a member of the public has failed in his duty he 
should be held responsible to the child, regardless of the negligence of the 
parent in discharging his duty. 



